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Mr. Stan Steiner 
o/o The National Guardian 
197 East 4th 3t. t 
flew York, h.Y. 10009 

Dear Mr. Steiner, 

The egregious error in your review of Lane’s book cun cone from ig- 
norance of tho field, which qualifies all other reviewers, 30 why not you?, or 
is 8 natural conseouenoe of the Guardian policy, that because it was decent 
enough to print his first piece when no one else would, he is the only one. 

When you lament, oorreotly, that ho "begs the bloody question", 
then add, "tho mournful (is this the right word> books attacking tho barren 
■'oav-iaeion have almost ell ahiod away from the frightening why", you are 
really indicting the Guardian, chich baa at et. 4 fa stly rsfused to acknowledge 
the existence of the only writing of tiiich this is not true. 

My fourth book, OSWALD HI 1TSY. - ORfitEANS, has the subtitle, "Case 
for Conspiracy with the CIA", c title end subtitle that did not interest the 
Guardian. 


Thanks to auch generous assistance* ac the Guardian joined the 
commercial press in extending me, I have three unpublished books to add to 
the four orinted. One of these is entitled COUP D»2T.AT. 

The press of the left has become its own kind of estobli shins nt 
organ, articularly on this subject. 1 naked the Guardian for help when, 
lojjfi after I was forced to a private printing, 1 put ray first ^end the first) 
bo k on the subject in g n rol distribution. J-t is still ono of the two 
really definitive books on thp broad subject (Rush to Judgement, in my opAAdon, 
is not). N 0 answer from the Guardi8n, -4iich wouLi not even review it until 
Cedrio Belfrage, from -Mexico, insisted. Why not r©a } that review now? The 
throe subsequent ono, including tho third, with 130 peges of photographic 
reproduction of suppressed documents that carry e heavy subplot on motive, 

^hat you ee^k, hove been acknowledged by the Ouardisn. 

There i no point in continuing. when o paper like the Guardian 
undertakes to review a book like^ citizens descent, it ought to know het 
it is doing. V/ hen you say such things hs you did, you ought to know from 
something other than the not impartial author that they bear a resemblance to 
reality. Mark's oecondTd bpok is os corrupt snd dishonest a piece of writing, 
blended with o en thievery, qb there ever wee. For c'op like this the Guardian 
has apace, but for solid work tbet addresses itself to tho core of the issue 
it .has none. 1 lock forward to your oouentary on the second Epstein book, 
a Viking reprint of his New Yorker slander, due next aonth. By that time the 
Guardian should* be ready to welcome him. 

And all the writing in th •» field is not Just criticism of the 
arren Seport. If you will not find it in Mark's, there is writing that does 

bring out suppressed evidence* Sincerely, 

Earold *r©iaborg 


